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Dave,
Following are EPA's subject comments:.

1. Section 4, pg 3. The FOST identifies the property as an ECC 1, but ECC 7 is more appropriate
because the dieldrin contaminated soil require additional evaluation. EPA believes that the
contaminated soil poses a potential risk to human health and the environment, and that the AF
should conduct an adequate evaluation to address that risk.
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2. Section 5.15, pg 12. The text states that "the Dieldrin present in soil and groundwater is not
considered a CERCLA release under Section 103...." Section 103 does not define the term
"release." The proper application of a pesticide IS a release, per the definition in Section 101(22),
and needs to be evaluated as such. Section 103 sets forth those circumstances which require
notice to the agency, and does nothing more than exclude certain pesticide applications from the
notice requirement.

3. EPA concurs with the proposed restrictions in Section 5.15. The text should also state that the
AF will provide EPA with a draft deed for review before it is recorded, and that the transferred
property will be covered by a SLUC to make the restrictions enforceable by the State.

Please call me if you have questions, thanks.
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James Chang
Phone: 415.972.3193 Fax: 415.947.3526
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